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Howard Jock FCC - MAILROOM

122 Pike St. P. Q. Box 372, Fort Covington, NY 12937-21192
November 2, 2005 8:05 AM

Representative John McHugh

11.8. House of Representatives

2333 Rayburn House Oflice Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative McHugh:

I have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USE) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the
FCC changes that systein to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minuics a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date infonnation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.,

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
allect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Howard Jock

[
The Federal Communications Commission




James R. Yoho
400-1/2 So. 3rd Street , Martins Ferry, OH 43935

November 2, 2005 7.38 AM

Senator Mike DeWine

11.8. Senate

110 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subjeci: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Scnator DeWine:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone whe uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who usc their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, 1o give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bils. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume (o low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF lair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that
{ederal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. Il the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 1o change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word (o my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionatcly
aflect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

James R. Yoho

oc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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euﬁznz Boudreaux

25 West Forgst Prive , Slidell, lsd 70458
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agnator Pavid Vitter

.8, Senatg

516 Hart Sgnatg Office Building
Washington, BC 20510-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-8tate Joint Board on Universal Sgrviee CC Bocket 96-45

Dear Senator Vitter:

| have sgrious coneerns regarding the Fedgral Commanications Commissions' (FCC) position 1o changg the Universal
derviee Fund (USF) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gour constitugnis, including mg, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be nggatively impacted by the unfeir change proposed by the FCC.

I8 you know, USF is currently eollzeted on & rgvenug basis. People who use more pay morg into the systgm. If the
PCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that somgong who usgs ong thousand minulgs a month of long
distance, pays the sameg amount into the fund as somgong who uses zero minuigs of long distancg a month.
Constitugnts who use their limited resouregs wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

T flal feg tax could eause many low-volume long distancg users, likg students, prepaid wirglgss usgrs, sgnior eitizens
and low-income residgntial and rural consumers, to give up their phongs dug to unaffordable monthly inereasegs on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unngcgssary. In
addition, it would heve a highly detrimental effeet on small busingsses all aeross {merica.

The Reep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, kegps me informed about the UST issug with monthiy newsletters
and up to datg information on their wegbsilg, including links to FCC information. Whilg | am awarg that federal law dogs
not requirg eompanigs 1o recover, or "pass along” these fees to their cusiomers, the realitg is that they do. s &
consumer [ would like ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC gogs to & numbers taxed, my serviee will cost morg. 7nd
according to the Coslition’s reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the CC has plans to change 1o a flat feg sgstem
goon and without lggislation,

I will eontinug 1o moniter dgvelopments on the issug and continug to spread the word 1o my community. [ request you
pass along my caneerns to thg FCC on my behalf, Igtting them kKnow how & flat fee tax could disproportionateiy affzet
those in your constitugney.

Thank gou for your continued work and 1 look forward 1o hearing about gour position on this matter.

dincerely,

Cugene Boudreauy

ee:
The Federal Communieations Commission




RAYMOND COCHRAN SR.

PO BOX 350 123 4 TH. AVE, MARLTNTON, WV 24954

November 1, 2005 5:45 PM

Senator Robert Byrd

U.S. Senate

311 Hart Senate Office Building
Woashington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Byrd:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system Yo a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zerc minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume Yo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Codlition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

RAYMOND COCHRAN SR. -

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Richard &chulte
412 N. Melsgllan 8t. , Bay City, M1 48708

FCC - MAILROOM |

ROVEMDRr2T2905-2:10 1M

Representative Palg Kjldee

{.3. House of Representatives

2107 Rayburn House Offieg Building
Washington, PC 20515-0001

dubjeet: Re: Pederal-8tatg Joint Board on Universal Servieg GC Doeket 96-45

Pear Representative Rjldee:

I havg sgricus eonegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {(FCC) position to change the Universal
aervieg Fund (USF) collgetion method to a monthig flat feg. Many of gour constitugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair echangg proposed by the FCC.

& you Rnow, UST iz eurrgnily collected on a revenue basis. Pgople who use morg payg morg into the systgm. If the
FCC changgs thal system to a flat feg, thal means that somgong who usegs ong thousand minutes & month of long
distance, pays the same amount info the fund as somgong who usgs zgro minates of long distance & month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resouregs wisely should not be penalized for doing sc.

1 flat fee tax could causg many low-volumg long distaneg usgrs, like sludents, prepaid wirglgss usgrs, senior citizgns
and low-income residential and rural eonsumers, o give up their phones dug to unaffordable monthly inergasegs on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high velume 1o low-volume users is radieal and anngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffeet on small busingsses all across dmerice.

The Reep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, kgeps me informed aboul the USF issug with monthly ngwsleiters
and up tc dalg information on their websitg, including {inks to FCC information. Whilg | am aware that fedgral law dogs
not requirg eompanies {0 rgeover, or "pass along” these fees to their cuslomers, the rgality is that thgy de. s a
ecnsumer | would like gnsurg [ am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my servieg will cost more. <ind
aceording to the Coalition's reegnt megtings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans o change 1o a flat feg system
soon and without (ggislation.

I'wiil continug to monitor dgvelopments on the issug and eontinug to spread thg word to my eommunity. [ request you
pass along my eonegrns Lo thg FCC on my behall, letting them Rnow how a flat fee tax eould disproportionately affeet
thosg in your eonstitugney.

Thank you for gour eontinugd work and | look forward 1o hearing abou! your position on this mattgr.

dinegrely,

Richard Schulte

ec:
The Federal Communieations Commission




RECEVED & INSPECTED
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Laurie Street
655 Saxonburg Blvd , Saxonburg, PA 16056

FCC - MAILROOM

November 2, 2005 7:28 AM

Senator Rick Santorum

[7.5. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washinglon, DC 20510-0001

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of vour constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their imited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law docs not require companies to recover, or "pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coahtion's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to menitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropertionately
alleet those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Laune Street

e
The Federal Communications Commission




RECENVED &INSPECTED
JAN 2 6 2006,

FCC- ‘
Dense Ritchie L MA’LROOM

R e ———
827 N Spring , Elgin, IL. 60120

November 2, 2005 6:55 AM

Senator Barack Obama

{1.S. Senate

713 Hart Senaic Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Obama:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, sentor citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newslelters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
lederal law does nol require companies to recover, or "pass along” these tees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a Ilat
fee system scon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, lettng them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Denise Ritchie

cc: _
The Federal Communications Commission




Jefferson Nessmith
721 Sexton St , Aurora, IL 60505-5134

November 2, 2005 6:29 AM

Senalor Barack Obama

L1.8. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
»

Dear Senator Obama:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constitucnts, including me, my friends,
lamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume o low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USK Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Jefferson Nessmith

cCr . .
The Federal Communications Commission
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104 manchgster In #2503, walgrford, Ml 48327

Sgnator Pebbig Stabgnow

U.8. denate

1533 Hart Senaie Office Building
Washington, BC 20510-0001

Subijget: Re: Fedgral-State Joint Board on Universal Sgrvieg CC Poeket 96-45

Prar Sgnalor Stabgnow:

I have sgrious conegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
dervieg Fund {UST) collgetion method to & monthly flat fee.  Many of your constitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacied by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

s you know, UST is currently eollgeted on & revenug basis, People whe usg more pay morg into the system. [f the
FCC changges that system 10 a [lat [ee, that mgans that somgone who usgs ong thousand minulgs a month of long
distancg, pays the same amount into the fund as somgong who usgs zero minulgs of long distencg a month,
Constitugnts who usg their limited resources wisgly should not be penalizgd for doing so.

™ flat feg tax could eause many low-volume long distence users, like students, prepaid wirgless users, sgnior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to givg up their phones due to unaffordablg monthly inereases on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volumg to low-volumg users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental ¢ffget on small busingsses all across Ameriea.

The Reep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, kegps me informed about the UST issug with monthiy ngwsletters
and up to datg information on their websilg, ineluding links to FOC information. Whilg | am awarg that federal law dogs
not requirg companigs to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. fs a
consumer | would like gnsure 1 am eharged fairly. If the FOC gogs to & numbers taxed, my serviee will cost morg. ind
according to thg Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to changg to a flat feg system
soon and without Iggislation.

[ will continug to monitor developments on the issug and eontinug to spread the word to my communily. I requgst you
pass along my conegrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how & {lat fee tax could disproportionately affect
{hosg in your eonstitugney.

Thenk you for gour continugd work and i look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

dincerely,

jeff hall

ee:
The Federal Communieations Commission
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Mary Stevenson
11 Grasslands Circig, Mt. $inai, Ny 11766

Hovember 2, 2005 3:55 M

Representative Timothy Bishop

U.8. House of Representatives

1133 lsongworth House Offiee Building
Washington, ®C 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joinl Board on Universal Sgrvicg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Representative Bishop:

[ havg serious conegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (PCC) position to changg the Univgrseal
derviee Fund ([USF) ecllgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Mang of gour constitugnts, inelading me, mg frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by thg unfair change proposed by thg FCC.

l& you know, UST iz eurrgntly collected on & revenue basis. People who use morg pay morg into the system. [f the
FCC changges that system 10 & flal fee, that means that someong who uses one thousand minulgs a month of long
distanee, pays the sameg amount inlo the fund as scmeong whe uses zgro minutgs of long distancee & month.
Constitugnts who usg their limiled resouregs wisgly should not be penalized for doing so.

1 flat [ee 1ax ecould eausg many low-volume long distanee users, likg students, prepaid wircless usgrs, senior citizens
and low-ineome residential and rural consumers, to give up thegir phones dug to unaffordablg monthly inergasegs on
their bills. &hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volumg users is radieal and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimgntal gffeet on smali busingsses all across dmerica.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am & mgmber, keeps me informed about the UST issug with monthiy newsletigrs
and ap to datg information on their website, including links to FCC information. Whilg | am awarg that federal law dogs
not reguirg companies 1o reeover, or "pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is thal they do. s a
eonsumer | would likg ensure | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed., my sgrviee will cost morg. find
according to the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat feg system
soon and without lggislation.

[ will continug to monitor dzugiopfnsznts on the issug and ecnlinug to spread the word to my community. [ request you
pass along my ecnegrns to thg FCC on my behalf, Igtting thgm know how a {lat fee tax eould disproportionately affget
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for your eontinugd work and 1 look forward 1o hearing about your poaition on this matter.

dincerely,

Mary Stevegnson

ce:
The Federal Communieations Commizgion
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Pauia Cameell
4202 Holcomb Circle , Flowery Branch, GA 30542 FCC - M AiLROOM

November 1, 2005 5:45 PM

Senator Saxby Chambliss

U.S. Senate

416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Chambliss:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according fo the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dispropertionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Paula Campbell

cc: PR L o
The Federal Communications Commission
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1007 West Avenae , Medina, KU 14103
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a&gnator Hillary Clinton

U.3. Sgnate

476 Russgll Sgnatg Officg Building
Washington, BC 20510-000i

dubjeet: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Servieg CC Docket 96-45

DPear Sgnator Clinton:

I'have serious eonegrns regarding the Federal Communieations Commissions’ (PCC) position 1o changge the Universal
derviee Fund ([USF) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your econstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg nggatively impaeted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

s you know, USF is currently collgeted on a revenue basis, People who usg morg pay morg intc the system. If the
FCC changes that system to & fiat fee, that means that somgong who usgs ong thousand minules & month of long
distaneg, pays the same amount into the fund as scmgong who uses zgro minutes of long distance a month,
Constitugnts who usg their limitgd resources wisgly should not bg penalized for doing so.

1 flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distanceg users, like stadents, prepaid wirglgss users, senior citizgns
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phongs dug to unaffordable monthly inereases on
their bills. 8hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volumg to low-volamg users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental ¢ffeet on small busingssgs all across fimerica.

The Reep UST Fair Coalilion, of which | am & mgmber, kegps me informed about thg USF issug with monthly ngwslgtters
and up lc dale information on their websitg, ineluding links to FCC information. Whilg | am awarg that federal law dogs
not requirg companigs to reeover, or "pass along" thesg fees to their customers, the rgality is that theg do. Az a
consumgr | would like gnsurg | am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbgrs taxed, my serviee will eost morg. fnd
aceording to the Coslition’s reeent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to ehangg Lo a flat feg system
so0n and without legislation.

[ will continug to monitor developmenis on the issug and eontinug 1o spread the word to my eommanity. | request goa
pass along my coneerns to the FCC on my behalf, letling them know how a [lat fee tax eould disproportionately affect
those in your constitugney,

Thank you for gour eonlinued work and | look forward to hgaring about gour position on this matigr.

Sinegrely,

Bob Bloom

e o -
The Federal Communieations Commission




Robert McClasky
201 Park Ave. , Grayslake, I1. 60030-2338

November 2, 20056 7:14 AM

Senator Barack Obama

[1.8. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator QObama:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund {(USF collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
tamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date informaton on their website, including links to FCC mformation. 'While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition'’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fec system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
aflect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Robert McClasky

[ oH
The Federal Communications Commission
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Paul Macomber
2941 Timber Wood Way , Oak Hill, VA 20171

FCC - MAILROOM

November 2, 2005 7:09 AM

Representative Frank Wolf

U.S. House of Representatives

241 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Woll:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USE) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
farnily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF 1s currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing 50,

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

"The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies (o recover, or "pass along” these fecs to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee sysiem soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I requesi
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thauk you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Paul Macomber

[E4H
- “ . o i o
I'he Federal Communications Commission
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186 WILLEY HILL RD , Topsham, VT 05076-3509

November 2, 2005 7:08 AM

Scnator Jim Jeffords

1.8, Senate

413 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Jeffords:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
[amily and neighbors, will be negatively impacied by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system (o a flal fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does nol require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positicn on this matter.

Sincerely,

BARBARA SMITH

e .
The Federal Communications Commission
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William G Prime Jr
42 Garrison Street , Groveland, MA 01834

November 2, 2005 6:28 AM

Senator Edward Kennedy

.S, Senatc

315 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kennedy:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who usc their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A llat fec tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In additien, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

‘The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee systemn soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency. ‘

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

William G Prime Jr ' | . _ S

(4 oL s
The Federal Communications Cormmission .
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Toni Apicelli FCC - MAILROOM:

2833 W. Leland Avenue , Chicago, IL 60625
November 2, 2005 7:25 AM

Representative Rahm Emanuel

U1.8. House of Representatives

1319 Longworth House Oflice Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Emanuel:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commussions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (UISF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your consiituents, including me, my friends,
[amily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, UST is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volumne long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer [ would hike ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
lec system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those In your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

To:ﬁ Apicell

e
The Federal Communications Commjssion
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jerry hall
53404 ardgll dr, mobilg, Al 36608

Hovember 2, 2005 12:40 AM

Representative jo Bonngr

{L.8. House of Represeniatives
315 Cannon tousg Offiez Building
Washington, ©C 20515-0001

dubjeet: Re: Federal-Slatg Joint Board or Universal Servieg CC Bocket 96-45

Pear Representativg PBonner

I have serious coneerns regarding the Pederal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
dervieg Fund (USF) collgetion method 1o a monthig flal fee. Many of your eonstituents, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impaeted by the unfair ehange proposed by the FCC,

T8 gou know, USF is currently eollgeted on a revenue basis. People who use morg pag morg into the system. If the
FCC ehanggs that system 1o a flat feg, that means that somgong who uses ong thousand minutgs & month of long
distance, pays the samg amount inte the fund as someong who usgs zero minulgs of long distaneg & month.
Constitugnts who use their limited resourcegs wisely should not b penalized for doing so.

1 flal feg tax could causg many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior eitizgns
and low-inecome residential and rural eonsamgrs, to give up their phones dug to unaffordablg monthly inergases on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volumg users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental ¢ffeet on small busingsses all across America.

The Reep UST Fair Coalition, of which [ am & member, kgeps mg informed about the USF issug with monthly ngwsletigrs
and up to daig information on their website, including links to FCC information. Whilg | am awarg that fedgral law dogs
nol requirg eompanies to rgeover, or "pass along” these fees (o their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
consumer [ would like ensure [ am eharged fairly. If the FOC gogs to & numbers laxed, my sgrvieg will cost more. nd
according to the Coalition's reeent meelings with top FCC officiels, the FOC has plans to echange to a flat fee systgm
soon and without legislation.

i will eontinug to monitor developmenis on the issug and eontinug to spread thg word to my eommunity. | rgquest you
pass along my conegrns 1o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how & flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
those in your eonstitugney.

Thank you for your eontinued work and | look forward 1o hearing about gour positicn on this malter.

&inegrely,

jszr:r‘g ha’” T S T

e S
The Federal Communiestions Commission

F
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Linda Rowlett FSS ' l : | .
7943 Community Drive , Manassas, VA 20109

November 2, 2005 6:35 AM

Senator John Warner

UL.S. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-15

Dear Senator Warner:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, 1t would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. Asa consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
tee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda Rowlett

cc.
The Federal: Communications Comimission
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Andrew lsgvgaque
18 Lafagettz Street , Caribou, ME 04736-1640

.
)

L)

Sgnator dusan Colling

U.3. $enate

461 Pirksen denate Office Building
Washington, PC 20510-0001

Subjget: Re: Tederal-State Joint Board on Universal Sgrvieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Sgnator Collins:

I have sgrious conegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change theg Universal
Servieg Fund (USF) eolleetion method 1o a monthlg flat fee. Many of your constitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

s you know, UST is currently ecllgeted on a revenug basis. People whe use morg pay morg into the system. [f the
PCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someong whe uses one thousand minulegs a month of long
distanee, pays the same amount into the fund as someong who uses zero minutegs of long distance a month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited regsouregs wisgly should not bg penalized for doing so.

7 flat fee tax could causg many tow-volumg long distaneg users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior cilizens
and low-ineomg residential and rural consumers, 1o give up thgir phongs dug to unaffordablg monthly inergasgs on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume 10 low-volume users is radical and unngcegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffect on small busingsses all across dmerica.

The Keep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, keeps me informed about the USF issug with monthly newsletters
and up 1o date information on their website, including links to FGC information.  While | am awarg that federal law dogs
nol require companigs to rgeover, or "pass along” thesg fees 10 their customers, the reality is that they do. fs a
consumgr [ would like gnsurg [ am charged fairly. If the FCC gogs 10 & numbers taxed, my sgrvieg will cost morg. find
aceording 10 the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FUC has plans to changg 1o a flat [ge systgm
soon and without legislation.

[ will continug to menitor developments on the issug and eontinug 1o spread the word to my community. | request gou
pass along my eoneerns 1o the FCC on my behalf, leiting them know how a [lat fee tax could disproportionately affeet
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for your continugd work and | ook forward to hearing about your position on this maiter.

dincerely,

Hndrew bevesque

ce: _
Thg Federal Communications Commission
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Miriam Wolfe

19080 Goldwin , Southfield, MI 48075

FCC - MAILROOM |
November 1, 2005 5:44 PM

Representative Sandy Levin

U.5. House of Representatives
2300 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Levin:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Codlition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to o numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportiondtely af fect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I léok forward to hearing about your positien-on this matter.
Sincerely,

Miriam Wolfe B

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Josgph Taffis -
720 €. Center 8t., Mahancy City, P 17948-25832

[ro—

ognator {rlgn Speeter

U.3. 3gnate

711 Hart S¢gnate Office Building
Washington, PC 20510-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-statg Joint Board on Universal $ervieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear dgnator Speeter:

[ have serious conegrns regarding the Federal Communiesations Commisgions' (FCC) position to changg the Universal
serviee Fund (UST) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Mang of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfeir change proposed by the FCC.

118 you know, USF is eurrgntly eclleetzd on & revenug hasis. People who use more pay morg into the system. 1f the
T'CC changes that systgm 1o a flat fge, that means that someong who uses ong thousand minutgs a menth of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someong who usegs zere minules of long distanceg a month.
Constitugnts who use their limitgd resouregs wisely should nol b penalized for doing so,

T flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distanee users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior citizgns
and low-ineome residential and raral consumers, to give up their phones dug to unaffordable monthly inergases on
their bills. &hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffeet on small busingsses all across fmerica.

The Reep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am a megmber, kzeps me informed about the UsT issug with monthlg newsletters
and up t¢ date information on their website, including links to FOC information.  While | am awarg that federal law dogs
nol require companigs to reeover, or "pass along” these fees io their eustomers, the reslity is that they do. s a
consumer | would like gnsure [ am charged fairly. If thg FCC goes 10 a numbers taxed, my sgrvieg will 2ost morg. And
aceording 1o the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC offieials, the FCC has plans to chansg 10 a flat fee system
socn and without leggdislation.

[ will eontinug to menitor dgvglopments on the issug end continug (o spread the word 1o my community. | request you
pass along my coneerns {o the FCC on my behalf, Iglting them know how a flat feg tax eculd dispreportionately affeet
those in your eonstitugney.

Thank gou for your eonlinued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this malter.

dineegrely,

Josegph Taffis

cer ) : . .
The Federal Communications Commission
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4502 Cod ®rive , Louisville, KY 40272 I FCeo. MAILR
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degnator Jim Bunning

U.3. Senate

516 Hart Senate Office Building
Wasghington, 9C 20510-000

Subjgel: Re: Federal-dtate Joint Board on Universal Service GG Pocket 96-45

Pear Sgnator Bunning:

I havg sgrious eonegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Servieg Fund (USF) eollzetion method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, inclading me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by 1he unfeir ehange proposed by the FCC,

18 you know, USF is currgntly colleeted on a revenug basis. People who usg morg pay more into the system. [ the
FCC changges that system 10 & flat fee, that means that somgong who uses ong thougand minutes & month of long
distancg, pays the same amount into the fund as somgong who uses zgro minutes of long distancg a month.
Constilugnis who use their limited resouregs wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

T flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long dislaneg usgrs, like students, prepaid wirgless usgrs, sgnior citizgns
and low-income residential and raral eonsumers, to give up thgir phongs due to unaffordable monthly inergases on
their bills. Shifling the funding burdgn of the UST from high volume to low-volume users is radieal and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly detrimental gffect on small busingsses all across dmerica,

The Keep UST Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, kgegps me informed about thg USF issue with monthly newstetters
and up to datg information on their websile, ineluding linke 1o FCC information. Whilg 1 am aware that federal 1aw dogs
not requirg companies 10 rgeover, or "pass along” these fees to their cuslomers, the reality is that thgy do. As a
consumer | would likg gnsurg | am charged fairlg. If the FCC gogs to a numbers taxed, my servieg will cost more. 1ind
aceording to the Coalition's recgnt megtings with top PCC officials, thg FCC has plans to change to a flat fez system
socn and without lggislation.

[ will'continug to monitor developments on the issue and eontinug 10 spread the word to mg community. | request you
pass along my eoneerns 1o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affzet
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for your continugd work and | lock forward to hearing about gour position on this malter.

dinegrely,

Clargneg Railey

ee:
The Federal Communications Commission




Douglas Pippin
154 Mountain Laurel Lane , Fletcher, NC 28732-5707

November 2, 2005 6:45 AM

Senator Richard Burr

11.8. Senate

217 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Burr:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commussions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (LIS} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, UST is currently collecied on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a2 month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 1o unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

T'he Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer ] would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a fat

fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue (o monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
allect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Douglas Pippin

CC: .
The Federal Communications Commission




Ruth Melvin
POB284 , Lindale, TX 75771

November 2, 2005 7:49 AM

Senator John Cormyn

1.5, Senate

517 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Se

Dear Senator Cornyn:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USP collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat [ec tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income resideniial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consuiner I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oflicials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spréad the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
allect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ruth Mclvin

ces
The Federal Communications Commission




